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ABSTRACT

FACULTY AND STUDENT OUT-OF-CLASS COMMUNICATION: THE
ROLE OF ACADEMIC ENTITLEMENT ON RELATIONAL FRAME
ACTIVATION

Jimmy L. Clark, MA
Department of Communication
Northern Illinois University, 2017
Dr. Mary Lynn Henningsen, Director

The goal of this thesis was to investigate out-of-class communication
between faculty and students. The study addressed the role of academic
entitlement on relational frame activation. Participants, N=135, read a scenario of
an out-of-class communication interaction between a faculty and a student. The
participants then completed measures of dominance, affiliation, involvement,
academic entitlement, and demographic information. The results of the study
indicated that out-of-class communication was a dominance framed form of
interaction and that academic entitlement moderated frame activation.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Goldman and Martin (2014) define academic entitlement as “students’ expectation for
success regardless of personal effort” (p. 317). In the past decade, anecdotal evidence would
suggest that there has been a substantial rise in the number of students who have these
expectations for success regardless of personal effort. According to Greenberger, Chen, Lesser,
and Farruggia (2008), “references in the print media to the joint terms ‘sense of entitlement’ and
‘students’ have increased six-fold from 16 in 1996 to 102 in 2006” (p. 1193). While these
numbers do not prove that there has been a substantial rise in academic entitlement, they do
show that there has been a rise in public interest in student entitlement.
There is a steadily growing body of scholarship centered on the topic of academic
entitlement. Articles by Vallade, Martin, and Weber, (2014), Hazel, Crandall, and Caputo
(2014), Goldman and Martin (2014), as well as Goodboy and Frisby (2014), work to help further
knowledge about academic entitlement through diverse methods of research. A topic with this
much interest surrounding it in academia is fertile ground for additional research.
It becomes even more obvious that academic entitlement (i.e., AE) needs further research
when I review the seminal Greenberger et al (2008) article. Their research is some of the most
important in the field of academic entitlement, and serves as the foundation for additional
research (Goldman et al., 2014; Goodboy & Frisby 2014; Hazel et al., 2014; Vallade et al.,
2014). In fact, the last paragraph of their research is a call to action for additional research on the
topic of academic entitlement. Greenberger et al. (2008) write:
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This research opens a new area of investigation for social scientists and educators who
are interested in the development of attitudes that influence interpersonal functioning
among adolescents and young adults. In the end, a better understanding of the sources of
AE should be useful to those of us who interact with college students and might help us
to deal with entitlement when we encounter it, or unwittingly encourage it, in our school
and university settings. (p. 1203)
This quotation is important because it is a clear indication that Greenberger et al. (2008) intended
for future research to occur that should analyze academic entitlement in other ways. With this in
mind, it is imperative to do research to understand academic entitlement in a deeper manner.
One way that AE may function is to exaggerate or magnify a student’s interactions with a faculty
member.
High AE may function to make students feel their role in the classroom is more
important, their faculty like them more than their classmates, and their poor grades are more
unfair when compared to evaluations of students with low AE. That speculation, though, has yet
to be tested. While the body of research on academic entitlement has grown since Greenberger
et al. (2008) first published their article, there has yet to be research that looks at how AE
functions in the process of student-faculty interaction out-of-class. This thesis associates AE
with relational framing theory (i.e., RFT) (Dillard, Solomon, & Samp, 1996). Researchers use
RFT to analyze a diverse array of interpersonal situations from adolescent-parent interactions
(McLaren, 2014) to alcohol consumption and perceptions of sexual communication (Lannutti &
Monohan, 2002) to group interactions (Henningsen, Henningsen, Cruz, & Morrill, 2003). The
student-faculty relationship involves power and, possibly, liking. As such, RFT is a perfect
theory to analyze the interactions within as complex a relationship as the student-faculty
relationship. Therefore, it seems appropriate to use RFT to develop a deeper understanding of the
role of AE in student-faculty interactions. In this thesis, student-faculty out-of-class interactions
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will be used as the context to investigate AE and frame activation in student-faculty
communication.

CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

Relational Framing Theory

The modern understanding of RFT begins with Dillard et al. (1996). They argued that all
human interaction can be understood through two differentially salient content frames, either
dominance or affiliation (Dillard et al., 1996). They also proposed that there is a third contentfree concept, involvement, which works as an intensifier for the two frames of RFT (Dillard et
al., 1996). These two content frames and the intensifier work together to form the foundation for
the modern understanding of RFT.
It is important to understand the conceptual definitions of these three terms to
comprehend RFT. The dominance frame is defined by Dillard et al. (1996) as “The degree to
which one actor attempts to regulate the behavior of another” (p. 705). For example, an
interaction between the anthropomorphized queen of an ant colony and a worker ant would
almost certainly be an interaction that would take place within the dominance frame.
Dominance-submission is the relevant interaction frame when a person is high or low in the
ability to exert influence over another person.
The second frame of RFT is affiliation (Dillard et al., 1996). Affiliation is how much two
people like each other, loyalty, or solidarity with the other person. For example, two worker ants
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talking together about post-work activities would almost certainly be an interaction that would
take place within the affiliation frame. Affiliation-disaffiliation is the relevant interaction frame
when a person strongly likes or strongly dislikes the other person.
The final facet of RFT is involvement (Dillard et al., 1996). Involvement is a variable that
is an intensifier for the two content frames of RFT (Dillard et al., 1996). An example of this is
seen in a conversation between two people about one of the individual’s adorable cats. While the
cat owner would be incredibly involved in the conversation, there is only a slim chance that the
other individual would be involved because the cats are not his or her own. As such, the second
individual may be less concerned about their conversation. Involvement is similar to the idea of
the importance of the topic.
While RFT has a long and fascinating history that stretches back to the jungles of Papua
New Guinea (Bateson, 1950; Burgoon & Hale, 1984; Leary, 1957; Osgood, Suci, &
Tannenbaum, 1957) it is more important to my thesis to analyze examples of RFT research that
reflect the modern explication by Dillard et al. (1996).

Relational Framing Theory Literature

There are three core principles about RFT that the extant literature supports. First, that the
dominance and affiliation frames are differentially salient. Second, that involvement works as an
intensifier variable for both frames. Finally, the literature supports the idea that RFT is a theory
that has been used in a wide variety of contexts and therefore is applicable to the context of
faculty-student out-of-class communication.
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First, it is important to understand that the dominance and affiliation frames are
differentially salient. Which basically means that interactions cannot be framed in dominance
and affiliation frames at the same time, they must be either dominance or affiliation framed
(Dillard et al., 1996). This research has continued to be supported by further research. Dillard,
Solomon, and Palmer (1999), Lannuti and Monahan (2002), as well as McLaren and Pederson
(2014) found continued support for RFT.
Lannutti and Monahan (2002) studied how alcohol consumption affected perceptions of
sexual scenarios. To accomplish this, they had male and female participants evaluate transcripts
of consensual and nonconsensual sexual behaviors at three different blood alcohol levels
(Lannutti & Monahan, 2002). They were able to determine that “affiliation judgements were
viewed as significantly more relevant than dominance judgements when evaluating the
consensual scenarios…. For the mixed cues scenarios, participants did not view either dimension
as more relevant while sober, while drinking, they viewed dominance judgements as more
relevant” (Lannutti & Monahan 2002, p. 390). The ability to find some measure of proof that
people evaluate interactions in a completely different dimension while they are intoxicated
versus when they are sober can help researchers to develop a deeper understanding of the
intricacies of interactions while intoxicated. This research clearly shows the breadth and depth of
RFT research. The study supported the premise of differential frame activation.
Additionally, McLaren and Pederson (2014) published an article using RFT to analyze
conversations about hurtful events between parents and adolescent children. To do this,
researchers gathered ninety-five parent-child dyads to participate in a communication lab on their
campus. The research was a three-step process, they first completed a questionnaire, the dyads
then engaged in a conversation about two incidents where they hurt each other, and finally they
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responded to a post-interaction survey (McLaren & Pederson 2014). A large finding from this
study is that adolescents were most hurt when they there was a discrepancy between dyadic
perceptions of dominance and parents were most hurt when there was a discrepancy between
dyadic perceptions of affiliation (McLaren & Pederson2014). This research shows that, because
frames are differentially salient, a discrepancy in frame activation between adolescents and
parents can lead to hurt feelings between the two parties. This study gives further support
towards differentially salient frame activation.
The second conclusion from a review of the RFT research is that involvement works as
an intensifier for frame activation. Extending the initial explication of RFT, Dillard et al. (1999)
reinforce RFT, while offering two essential new ideas for their research. First, the study shows
that relational messages fit a hierarchical structure defined by two general constructs: dominance
and affiliation (Dillard et al., 1999). Second, that the substantive variables, dominance and
affiliation, are truly distinct from the intensifier variable involvement (Dillard et al., 1999).
These two new proposals are both organizational structures that they suggest using to advance
relational communication research and theory (Dillard et al., 1999). In particular, this article
strongly supported the idea of the differential salience hypothesis (i.e., that either dominance or
affiliation but not both with frame the interpretation of an interaction) and the general intensifier
hypothesis (i.e., involvement is a content-free variable that characterizes the amount of the
activated frame).
The research on RFT (e.g., Henningsen, Valde, & Marquardt, 2012, McWorthy &
Henningsen, 2015, Solomon, Dillard, & Anderson, 2002) further supports the validity of the
general intensifier in RFT. Research indicates that either dominance or affiliation will frame the
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interpretation of an interaction. The importance of the interaction will vary how activated the
relevant frame is in the interaction.
The final generalization from a review of the RFT research is that it is a contextual. This
history of research supports my use of RFT in analyzing faculty-student interactions. Because,
RFT research has been done on studies of sexual scenarios (Lanutti & Monahan, 2002), parentchild interactions (McLaren & Pederson, 2014), and first date requests (Henningsen, Valde, &
Marquardt, 2014). RFT should also be applicable to analyses of faculty-student interactions.
Faculty have legitimate authority to assign work (Allen, Witt, & Wheeless, 2006), evaluate
performance, and structure student experiences in a course. Research on affective learning,
however, clearly indicates that faculty would do well to consider the role of liking in their
interactions with their students. Allen et al. (2006) report that affective learning relates to both
liking or affection for the faculty and for motivation for the course (though the relationship is
somewhat complicated). Inherently, student-faculty relationships involve dominancesubmission, affiliation-disaffiliation, and potentially involvement. Potentially, AE could affect
frame salience in student-faculty interaction.
In this section, I have shown that RFT has support for the hypotheses that dominance and
affiliation frames are differentially salient, that involvement acts as an intensifier variable, and
that there is a long history of RFT being used in a wide variety of contexts. In the next section, to
understand the possible relationship between RFT and AE, I will review the research on AE.
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Academic Entitlement Literature

The extant AE literature supports two arguments. First, that a higher level of AE in
students disadvantages them in a learning environment. Second, that AE changes expectations of
faculty-student interactions. These generalizations are reviewed in this section.
First, much of the research on AE has found that higher level of AE in students places the
students at a disadvantage in a learning environment. This was found to be true by Greenberger
et al. (2008). Their research is foundational to much of the extant AE research. Greenberger et
al. (2008) looked at anecdotal and general phenomena related to the concept of entitlement. As
an example, they examined the fact that the number of times newspapers mentioned the term
“sense of entitlement” rose from 293 mentions in 2000 to 468 in 2005, to determine if they
should do their study (Greenberger et al., 2008). They designed two separate studies with three
objectives. The first objective was to examine the association between academically entitled
attitudes and other personality traits. The second objective was to examine perceived parenting
practices that are associated with academic entitlement. The third objective was to determine
whether “academically-entitled attitudes, perceived parenting practices, and students’
motivational characteristics are associated with GPA and academic dishonesty” (Greenberger et
al., 2008, p. 1195).
To accomplish these goals Greenberger et al. (2008) performed two studies. Their first
study was an online survey of undergraduates while their second was a pencil and paper
questionnaire (Greenberger et al., 2008). They reported that academic entitlement was correlated
positively with perceived academic expectations but had no relation to parental warmth
(Greenberger et al., 2008). They also discovered that stronger feelings of academic entitlement
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made students more likely to cheat, but not more likely to get higher grades (Greenberger et al.,
2008). This supports the argument that AE disadvantages students in a learning environment.
Also suggesting AE is problematic, Vallade et al. (2014) performed a study utilizing the
instructional beliefs model to explore the relationships between student’s focus on instrumental
outcomes and perceptions of justice in the classroom on mediating variables of expectancy and
affect beliefs. To accomplish this, they distributed questionnaires to 150 undergraduate college
students during regular class time. This allowed them to determine that “Both grade orientation
and academic entitlement maintain a focus on attaining maximum rewards for minimal cost and
are therefore both very instrumental in their focus” (Vallade et al. 2014, p. 501). They
determined that student’s instrumental focus negatively predicted expectancy beliefs and
affective learning, while perceptions of classroom justice positively predicted expectancy beliefs
and affective learning. Their ultimate result that most affects academic entitlement is that “The
increasing prevalence of academic entitlement combined with a grade orientation negatively
impacts student learning through student’s instructional beliefs” (Vallade et al., 2014, p. 497).
This research has been able to determine that academic entitlement disadvantages students in
learning environments further supporting the necessity of my research.
Furthermore, Goldman et al. (2014) studied the relationship between college student’s
academic beliefs and their motives for communicating with their professors. To do so, they
distributed self-report scales to undergraduate students (Goldman et al., 2014). Two important
findings from this study were that students’ level of academic entitlement was positively related
to their grade orientation. This supports the point that AE disadvantages students in a learning
environment. Because, as Vallade, et al (2014) reported, grade orientation negatively impacts
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student learning. This shows that Goldman et al. (2014) support the notion that AE is harmful to
student learning.
In addition to placing students at a disadvantage, AE influences the nature of faculty
student interaction. Goldman et al.’s (2014) research supports the notion that AE changes
expectations of faculty-student interactions. They report that “Students who were academically
entitled and grade oriented communicated with their instructor for sycophantic reasons and to a
lesser extent for participator reasons but not for functional reasons” (Goldman et al., 2014, p.
316). This clearly shows that AE changes expectations for interactions, making students less
likely to use functional communication and more likely to be sycophantic.
Finally, Goodboy et al. (2014) published a study examining how student’s academic
orientations toward learning and their general attitude towards education predict their use of
instructional dissent in college classes. They had undergraduates answer a survey about the class
they were in during their final week of the semester. Their results were that “When students were
academically entitled, grade orientated, and lacked academic self-efficacy, they communicated
more expressive and vengeful dissent, but when students were learning oriented, they
communicated more rhetorical dissent” (Goodboy et al., 2014, p. 96). This further supports the
notion that AE changes expectations of faculty-student interactions.
AE functions to shift students’ ability to succeed in class and influences expectations of
faculty-student interaction. AE is likely to relate to all areas of faculty-student interaction. Given
that RFT was originally derived to examine dyadic relationships, a good test of the relationship
between frame activation and AE would be in the context of out-of-class communication. In
OCC, faculty-student interaction is more fluid in topic and likely to be dyadic.
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Out-Of-Class Communication Literature

Researchers have only done a handful of studies on Out-Of-Class communication (i.e.,
OCC) (Fusani, 1994; Goodboy, Butterfield, Bolkan & Griffin, 2015; Faranda, 2015; Bippus,
Kearney, Plax, Brooks, 2003; Young, Kelsey, & Lancaster, 2011; Waldeck, 2007; Sidelinger,
Bolen, Mcmullen, & Nyeste, 2015; Rester & Edwards, 2007). The research is so new that the
language has yet to be standardized. While much of the research on OCC uses the term extraclass communication (Fusani, 1994; Waldeck, 2007; Rester & Edwards, 2007; Young et al.,
2011; Bippus et al., 2003) the most recent research done has adopted the term OCC instead of
extra-class (e.g., Goodboy et al., 2015; Sidelinger et al., 2015; Faranda, 2015). In my thesis, I
will use the term out-of-class communication because the most recent research has used that
term.
Additionally, because the research is so new I will use my literature review to argue that
there are obvious holes in the existent body of research that my study can help fill. First, the
extant research tends to focus on one specific channel of OCC at a time i.e., (office hours or
email). I argue comparing both mediums benefits the scholarship of OCC. Second, the extant
body of literature focuses on how things that affect the likelihood of students pursuing OCC.
Instead of offering a variable-analytic investigation of OCC, RFT is used to frame OCC and the
role of AE in faculty-student interaction.
First, much of the research on OCC looks at one type of OCC or ignores the medium of
the OCC. For example, the first communication research on OCC is Fusani’s (1994) study on
student-faculty interaction outside the classroom. More specifically, Fusani (1994) studied OCC
during office hours or in office meetings. Fusani researched four distinct characteristics related
to interactions: frequency, immediacy, content, and satisfaction. Fusani’s (1994) goal was to
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measure student and instructor perceptions of OCC. Fusani found that immediacy was the most
important factor in OCC while frequency, satisfaction, and content were far less significant.
Other research done before the advent of widespread email use also only looked at face-to-face
OCC (Jaasma & Koper 1999; Bippus, Kearney, Plax, & Brooks, 2003).
After email use became widespread research began to focus on email as the medium
forOCC research. Duran, Kelly, and Keaton (2005) published an article examining faculty use
and perceptions of email with students. They distributed a survey to faculty at two institutions
and found that the primary reason they receive email from students is for students to offer
excuses. They found that faculty perceive email as both a benefit and liability in the educational
context. Similarly, Young, Kelsey, and Lancaster (2011) published a study examining the link
between email correspondence and student-teacher relational development. They discovered that
when students view emails from their teacher as immediate, frequent, and important, students
have an increased likelihood to value developing a student-teacher relationship (Young et al.,
2011). Therefore, e-mail communication can have a significant effect on the student-faculty
relationship.
Much of the research after email became widespread ignored the medium of OCC
altogether. As an example, Waldeck (2007) published a study examining student perceptions of
personalized education. In this study, she determined that “instructors perceived by students as
creating a personalized education are offering students a great deal of advice on a range of
topics, and spending a lot of time doing so, including what would normally be considered
‘private’ time” (p.426). This study shows that OCC is vital to student perceptions of personalized
education. Additionally, much research has been done about the likelihood of OCC without
examining the medium of the communication e.g., (Faranda, 2015; Goldman, Goodboy, &
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Bolkan, 2016; Goodboy, Butterfield, Bolkan, & Griffin, 2015; Sidelinger, Bolen, McMullen,
Nyeste, 2015).
Although medium is an area of research that is investigated in OCC scholarship, most of
the research on OCC has focused on what affects the likelihood of OCC occurring. For example,
Faranda (2015) published an article on the effects of performance, immediacy, and trust on
student-faculty OCC in upper-level business students’ use of OCC. Specifically, Faranda’s study
creates three variables; perception of instructor service performance, trust, and instructor
immediacy to predict which students are most likely to engage in OCC, and actions instructors
can take to have more students engage in OCC. While in 1999, Jaasma and Koper published an
article examining the relationship between immediacy, trust, and student motivation and OCC.
They found that faculty can increase the likelihood of OCC by increasing verbal immediacy.
This all shows that OCC is positively correlated with trust, verbal and nonverbal immediacy, and
informal communication.
Also, in 2015, Sidelinger et al. published a study examining basic communication course
student’s OCC. They determined that instructor rapport and connectedness are positively
associated with OCC. In their study, Sidelinger et al. (2015) found instructor clarity was
negatively associated with OCC. In 2015, Goodboy et al. published a study examining how
instructional humor affects student learning and OCC. They determined that learning orientation
and instructor humor are positive predictors of students’ OCC. All this research supports the
argument that more research should be done on aspects of OCC unrelated to the likelihood of
OCC occurring.
Finally, in 2016, Goldman et al. published a meta-analysis of out-of-class communication
research. They found that there are weak to moderate effects for OCC communication on
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students’ affective learning and cognitive learning. They argue that OCC communication is a
valuable component of the collegiate experience and should continue to be studied by
researchers across academic disciplines. This further supports the argument that more research
on OCC should be completed and I have shown that to be a necessity by showing the holes in the
extant research.
Having provided an historical review of the literatures related to RFT, academic
entitlement, and OCC, the next section will explicate hypotheses and research questions related
to the study.

CHAPTER 3
HYPOTHESES

OCC is important to the maintenance of student-faculty relationships (Waldeck, 2007).
The desire to use OCC and the way that OCC communication relates to a series of educational
variables indicates that OCC would be a great context for the investigation of the role AE plays
in RFT judgments in student-faculty interaction.
Previous research has identified the factors that lead to students seeking out OCC. Those
factors indicated that liking should be important to OCC (Fusani, 1994). There is also research
that reveals that trust, verbal, and nonverbal immediacy, and informal communication are all
positively correlated with OCC (Jaasma & Koper, 1999). Additionally, prior research has
examined OCC concerning email or office hours, but has not compared the two (Duran, Kelly,
Keaten, 2005; Jaasma & Koper, 1999).
In OCC, the importance of the reason for OCC is likely to characterize the involvement
level of the student (Young, Kelsey, & Lancaster, 2011). For example, it may be less involving
to request the chance to leave 15 minutes early from a class than it would be to request an
increased course grade. One way that AE could influence RFT judgments is by modifying the
level of involvement the student experiences. This concept of context effecting the framing of
OCC leads to the statement of the first research question.
RQ1: In the context of faculty-student OCC, do topic, importance, and medium of OCC
influence activated content frames?
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Dillard et al. (1999) and Dillard et al. (1996) argue that all interpersonal interactions are
framed by two differentially-salient frames: dominance-submission and affiliation-disaffiliation.
OCC (Goldman et al. 2015) is a perfect context in which to analyze RFT because it is an
interaction with complex power dynamics that can have a strong impact on a student’s life
(Jaasma & Koper, 1999). Involvement in an interpersonal interaction affects the perception of
how important the frames of dominance-submission or affiliation-disaffiliation will be in an
interaction (Dillard et al., 1999). To investigate RFT in the context of OCC, the following
hypothesis is proposed:
H1a: In the context of OCC, dominance or affiliation will differentially frame
interactions.
H1b: In the context of OCC, involvement will modify both salient frames.
It is possible that AE influences the content frame that is the relevant interpretative frame
for OCC. Vallade et al. (2014) in review of the AE literature suggests that students who are high
in AE are more grade oriented, more consumeristic in their attitudes toward education, and have
lower academic self-efficacy. AE might influence RFT judgments by influencing the activated,
relevant frame. AE, however, might also act as a moderator in the process of RFT interactions.
Because previous research has not yet investigated the role of AE in RFT, the following research
question is posed:
RQ2: Does academic entitlement moderate frame activation

CHAPTER 4
METHOD

Participants

Participants were 135 students at a large, Midwestern university. Participants included 61
males and 74 females, ranging in age from 18-33, M=21.78, SD=2.15. There was 1 freshman, 10
sophomores, 71 juniors, 50 seniors, 1 fifth year student, and 2 that did not answer. The ethnic
backgrounds of participants were as follows: 30 African American, 3 Asian/Asian American, 88
Caucasian, 10 Hispanic, 4 other.

Procedures

After receiving IRB approval, participants were recruited from an upper division
communication course and received extra credit for their participation in an online experiment.
All participants read a consent form before reading a scenario about a faculty-student out-ofclass communication interaction. Participants then answered questions measuring their
perceptions of dominance, affiliation, and involvement with the scenario. The survey also
included an academic entitlement measure and manipulation check measures. Participants also
answered demographic questions. Participants were linked to a separate page to input their
information to receive the extra credit.
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Design

The design was a 2 (topic frame: dominance or affiliation) x 2 (involvement: high or low)
x 2 (medium: email or office hours) factorial design. Frame was induced in the scenario by
having either a scenario where a student was going to a faculty member for a grade change, or a
scenario where a student was going to a faculty member for a letter of recommendation for a
potential job. Involvement was induced in the scenario by having either a scenario where the
student really wanted the job/needed their grade changed to pass, or a scenario where the student
was being pressured to apply to the job by their parents/was still going to get an A whether or not
they got a grade change. Medium was induced by either having the communication scenario
happen over email, or during their professor’s office hours. Please see Appendix B for a list of
scenarios.

Measures

All variables were measured on a 5-point scale. Variables were coded so that higher
values reflected a greater endorsement of the construct. Measurement analysis was performed
prior to the use of the scales. The complete protocol is provided in Appendix A.
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Dominance

Dominance was measured with four items. Dominance had α=.87, M=3.71, SD=0.87. An
example item is “In the scenario that I read, the professor had power”.

Affiliation

Affiliation was measured with four items. Affiliation had α=.82, M=3.37,SD=0.67. An
example item is “In the scenario that I read, the professor was likeable”.

Involvement

Involvement was measured with four items. Involvement had α=.90, M=3.42, SD=0.93.
An example item is “The scenario that I read described an important situation.”

Academic entitlement

Academic entitlement was measured with fifteen items. Academic entitlement had α=.88,
M=2.80, SD=0.68. An example item is “Teachers often give me lower grades than I deserve on
exams”.

Manipulation check for scenario.

The manipulation check for the type of scenario was measured with two items.
Manipulation checks for scenario had α=.96, M=3.06, SD=1.33. An example item is “I read a
scenario about requesting a letter of recommendation”.
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Manipulation check for medium.

The manipulation check for the medium was measured with two items. Manipulation
checks for medium had α=.80, M=3.19, SD=1.08. An example item is “In the scenario that I
read, the interaction took place over email.”

CHAPTER 5
RESULTS

Preliminary Investigation of Sex Differences

Both the RFT literature and the AE literature have demonstrated sex differences in their
bodies of literature (Dillard et. al, 1996; Solomon et. al, 2002; Greenberger et. al, 2008). As a
result, preliminary analyses were conducted to see if participant sex influenced the perceptions of
the dependent variables of the study.
To do this, point biserial correlations were conducted with the sex of the participant as
one variable in the analysis. The dependent variables served as the other variables in the
analyses. The sex of the participant was found to influence dominance frame activation with a
point biserial r=.24, p=.006. Women, M=3.90, SD=0.83, were more likely to report that
professors in an OCC scenario had power than men, M=3.47, SD=0.87. The point biserial
correlation between the sex of the participant and affiliation, point biserial r=-.03, p=.70, and
between the sex of the participant and involvement, point biserial r=.06, p=.51 were not
statistically significant. There was also a statistically significant correlation between the sex of
the participant and AE, point biserial r=-.24, p=.006. Men, M=2.98, SD=0.68 reported more AE
than women, M=2.65, SD=0.65.
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Manipulation Checks

Table 1
Manipulation Checks

Manipulation check
for scenario
Involvement
Manipulation check
for medium

Frame IV
r = .41
p < .001
r = .06
p = .51
r = .17
p = .05

Involvement IV
r = .16
p = .06
r = .15
p = .08
r = .11
p =.22

Medium IV
r = -.13
p =.15
r = -.10
p = .25
r = -.29
p = .001

Manipulation Check for Scenario

Participants viewed the scenarios they read differently, r=.41, p=<.001. Participants who
read a scenario asking for a letter of recommendation, M=3.63, SD=1.23, understood that they
read a scenario about asking for a letter of recommendation as opposed to participants who read
a scenario about a grade change, M=2.53, SD=1.20.
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Table 2
Frame IV Ms and SDs

Manipulation check for
scenario
Involvement
Manipulation check for
medium

Grade Change
M = 2.53
SD= 1.20
M = 3.37
SD= 0.91
M = 3.01
SD= 1.06

Letter of Recommendation
M = 3.63
SD= 1.23
M = 3.47
SD= 0.95
M = 3.39
SD= 1.09

Manipulation Check for Involvement

Participants did not perceive a difference in involvement in the scenarios they read,
r=.15, p=.08. Participants who read a scenario with low involvement, M=3.28, SD=0.95,
perceived the interaction to be approximately as important as participants who read a scenario
with high involvement, M=3.56, SD=0.89.

Table 3
Involvement IV Ms and SDs

Manipulation check for
scenario
Involvement
Manipulation check for
medium

Low
M = 2.85
SD= 1.44
M = 3.28
SD= 0.95
M = 3.07
SD= 1.17

High
M = 3.28
SD= 1.17
M = 3.56
SD= 0.89
M = 3.31
SD= 0.98
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Manipulation check for medium

Participants perceived that the scenarios included information about the medium, r=-.29,
p=.001. Participants who read an email scenario were more likely to note the scenario took place
by email, M=3.49, SD=1.06, than participants who read a scenario about an office hour
interaction, M=2.86, SD=1.01.

Table 4
Medium IV Ms and SDs

Manipulation check for
scenario
Involvement
Manipulation check for
medium

Email
M = 3.22
SD= 1.37
M = 3.51
SD= 0.95
M = 3.49
SD= 1.06

Office Hours
M = 2.89
SD= 1.27
M = 3.32
SD= 0.91
M = 2.86
SD= 1.01

Test of Research Questions and Hypotheses

RQ1 asked, in the context of faculty-student OCC, if topic, importance, and medium of
OCC influence activated content frames. To answer the research question two factorial
ANOVAs were conducted, one on dominance as the dependent variable and one on affiliation as
the dependent variable. The independent variables in the analyses were 2 (frame: dominance
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topic or affiliation topic) x 2 (involvement median split: high or low) x2 (medium: email or
office hours).
The dominance factorial ANOVA indicated that frame, F=0.19, and medium, F=0.49,
did not influence frame activation. However, involvement, F=15.34, was found to have a
statistically significant effect on frame activation with participants in the high involvement
conditions perceiving more dominance in the scenario, M=3.94, SD=0.80, than participants in
the low involvement conditions, M=3.35, SD=0.87, having statistically significant differences.

Table 5
Dominance

Frame
Medium
Involvement
Frame by
Medium
Frame by
Involvement
Medium by
Involvement
Three-way
interaction

Df

F

p

0.19
0.49
15.34
2.35

(1,119)
(1,119)
(1,119)
(1,119)

.66
.48
<.001
.13

Partial Eta
Square
.002
.004
.12
.02

1.42

(1,119)

.24

.01

0.06

(1,119)

.80

.001

0.35

(1,119)

.85

>.001

The affiliation factorial ANOVA indicated that frame, F=1.08, and medium, F=0.56, did
not influence frame activation. However, involvement, F=19.24, was found to have a
statistically significant effect on frame activation with individuals in the high involvement
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conditions perceiving more affiliation, M=3.58, SD=0.65, than participants in the low
involvement conditions, M=3.08, SD=0.56.

Table 6
Affiliation

Frame
Medium
Involvement
Frame by
Medium
Frame by
Involvement
Medium by
Involvement
Three-way
interaction

Df

F

p

1.08
0.56
19.24
0.61

(1,120)
(1,120)
(1,120)
(1,120)

.30
.45
>.001
.44

Partial Eta
Square
.009
.005
.14
.005

0.19

(1,120)

.66

.002

1.30

(1,120)

.26

.01

2.28

(1,120)

.13

.02

H1b predicted that involvement would modify both salient frames in OCC. To test H1b,
correlations were conducted among the RFT variables. The correlation between dominance and
involvement is statistically significant, r= .32, p<.001. The correlation between affiliation and
involvement is also statistically significant, r=.46, p<.001. As such, there is support for H1b.
The analysis for H1a and RQ2 were conducted simultaneously. H1a predicted that, in the
context of OCC, dominance or affiliation would differentially frame interactions. While RQ2
asked if academic entitlement moderated frame activation. To answer these, a repeated measures
ANOVA was conducted with AE as a covariate. In the manipulation checks, it was determined
that the involvement induction was not successful. Instead of using that induction, a median split
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of the involvement measure was used in the analyses. The between subjects factors were the
topic independent variable, the medium independent variable, and the median split on
involvement. The within subjects factors were dominance and affiliation. The covariate was AE.
There was a statistically significant effect for the within subjects factor, dominance and
affiliation, F (1,116) = 14.83, p<.001, partial eta square = .113. The results also indicated that
there was a statistically significant interaction between the within subjects factor and AE, F
(1,116) = 7.91, p = .006, partial eta square = .06. No other within-subjects effects were
statistically significant.
To explore the interaction effect, the correlations calculated between AE and affiliation
and AE, r = .25, p = .005, and AE and dominance, r = -.04, p = .63. A z-test for the difference
between two correlations was calculated. The difference between the correlation of affiliation
and AE is different from the correlation of dominance and AE, z = 2.59, p = .01. These results
suggest that AE interacts with dominance and affiliation such that AE is unrelated to perceptions
of dominance but is positively correlated with affiliation. The greater the AE, the greater
affiliation is reported in OCC. In answer to RQ2, AE moderates frame activation.
The statistically significant within subjects effect for the factor dominance and affiliation
was explored using a paired sample t-test, t (129) = 4.24, p<.001, r=.38. Participants framed
OCC in dominance, M = 3.71, SD = .87, more than affiliation, M = 3.39, SD = .67. In answer to
H1a, the hypothesis is supported. Individuals differentially framed OCC as dominance framed
communication.

CHAPTER 6
DISCUSSION

OCC can have a substantial impact on a student’s success in college. Young, Kelsey, and
Lancaster, (2011) found that OCC increases a student’s likelihood to value a faculty-student
relationship. Waldeck (2007) found that OCC is vital to a student’s perceptions of personalized
teaching. This shows that OCC is an important tool in a successful teacher’s tool belt. Therefore,
in this thesis, I examined the influence of academic entitlement on perceptions of relational
messages in OCC.
First, it is apparent that the sex of the participant influences levels of academic
entitlement and perceptions of frame activation. Men reported higher levels of AE than women.
This sex difference is consistent with previous literature (Goodboy & Frisby, 2014; Greenberger
et al., 2008). The consistency of the AE findings suggests the literature may benefit from a metaanalysis.
In addition to that sex difference, women were more likely to view OCC scenarios as
dominance framed. This seems to contradict previous RFT research, which found that men were
more likely to view interactions as dominance framed (Dillard et al, 1996; Solomon et al., 2002).
However, that previous research only looked at interactions with peers. In this thesis, the
findings make sense because the faculty-student relationship is one with a different power
dynamic. Studying which scenarios men and women are more likely to view dominance framed
could be a good direction for future research
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One of the goals of the thesis was to determine if message topic, medium, and importance
influenced frame activation. Surprisingly, none of the factors in this experiment influenced
activated content frames. In the OCC context, the prevailing information is the nature of the
relationship (i.e., power dynamic) rather than the situation or context of the interaction.
This thesis investigated the hypotheses that, in the context of OCC, dominance or
affiliation would differentially frame interactions and that involvement would modify both of
these differentially salient frames. Both of these hypotheses are expansions on core concepts of
RFT and both have found support in this study. Participants perceived OCC as primarily
dominance framed, which supports previous RFT research (Dillard et al., 1996). Involvement
also acted as an intensifier for both frames, which further supports RFT research, as the theory
argues that involvement intensifies frame activation (Dillard, et al., 1999).
One of the goals of the thesis was to determine if AE moderated frame activation.
Academic entitlement was not associated with dominance frame activation. However, academic
entitlement was associated with affiliation frame activation. This means that individuals who are
more academically entitled are more likely to view interactions they have as affiliation framed
than their peers who are lower in AE. As such, AE moderated frame activation.

Limitations
As a limitation, this thesis had a relatively small sample size of 135 participants. A larger
sample size may better because the study would have more statistical power. In this case, that
may be useful because of the scenario findings.
Additionally, it may be a more valid strategy to code a student’s most recent OCC
interaction with a faculty member instead of creating scenarios for them to read and evaluate.
This may lead to a more accurate representation of student’s perceptions of the importance of an
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OCC interaction with faculty. In this thesis, the participants read and understood the scenarios
but those scenarios were not related to content frame activation. Reporting a recent, OCC
interaction might allow for greater recall of the actual frame salience because the students would
have a better understanding of the context surrounding their own interaction. That means they
would know if an interaction’s message topic, medium, and importance influenced their OCC.
This reflects a good direction for future research.

Also, this study did not look at how faculty sex affects frame activation in OCC. As such,
this could be an interesting avenue for future research.

Conclusion

OCC can be a valuable tool in developing and maintaining student-faculty relationships
(Goldman, Goodboy, & Bolkan, 2016). The sex of the student has an impact on AE’s effect on
OCC in a few different ways. Additionally, the only context that affects OCC communication is
the power dynamic inherent in the relationship. The core theories of RFT have been supported
and, finally, it was found that AE moderates affiliation frame activation. This thesis helps
contribute to our understanding of Relational framing theory, OCC and the effect that academic
entitlement can have on OCC
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FACULTY-STUDENT OUT-OF-CLASS COMMUNICATION PROTOCOL
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Faculty-Student Out-of-Class Communication
Q1 You have been recruited to participate in a survey about faculty-student interactions. The
study starts with a description of a hypothetical interaction between a faculty and student. You
will be asked to describe your impressions and reactions to the faculty-student interaction and to
provide demographic information. The survey takes about 15-20 minutes to complete.
Your
responses on the survey are anonymous. Participation information will be collected in a way
that we will not be able to connect your survey responses to your participation information. The
only reasonably foreseeable risk to participation is the breach of confidentiality due to a third
party intercepting the data. The survey is, however, hosted on a secure web service and the
responses are anonymous. Participation in this study is voluntary and you can withdraw from
the study without penalty at any point.
If you have questions about the study, please feel free
to contact the primary researcher’s faculty adviser, Dr. Mary Lynn Henningsen at 815-3144575. If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, please contact the NIU
Office of Research Compliance, 815-753-8588. Having read the description of the study, do
you consent to participate?
 Yes (1)
 No (2)
Q12 The questions in the survey focus on your evaluation of a faculty-student
interaction. Please read the description of the interaction carefully.Imagine that you need to
speak to Professor Jones about requesting a letter of recommendation. It’s not very important
that you talk to Professor Jones because the letter is for a job your parents are pressuring you
to apply to. To accomplish this, you email Professor Jones requesting a letter of
recommendation.
Q13 The questions in the survey focus on your evaluation of a faculty-student
interaction. Please read the description of the interaction carefully.Imagine that you need to
speak to Professor Jones about requesting a letter of recommendation. It’s not very important
that you talk to Professor Jones because the letter is for a job your parents are pressuring you
to apply to. To accomplish this, you go to Professor Jones’s office hours requesting a letter of
recommendation.
Q14 The questions in the survey focus on your evaluation of a faculty-student
interaction. Please read the description of the interaction carefully.Imagine that you need to
speak to Professor Jones about requesting a letter of recommendation. It’s very important that
you talk to Professor Jones because this letter is for your dream job. To accomplish this, you
email Professor Jones requesting a letter of recommendation.
Q15 The questions in the survey focus on your evaluation of a faculty-student
interaction. Please read the description of the interaction carefully.Imagine that you need to
speak to Professor Jones about requesting a letter of recommendation. It’s very important that
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you talk to Professor Jones because this letter is for your dream job. To accomplish this, you go
to Professor Jones’s office hours requesting a letter of recommendation.
Q16 The questions in the survey focus on your evaluation of a faculty-student
interaction. Please read the description of the interaction carefully.Imagine that you need to
speak to Professor Jones about improving your grade on a paper. It’s not very important that
you talk to Professor Jones because you’ll get an A in the class regardless. To accomplish this,
you email Professor Jones and request that your paper grade be improved.
Q17 The questions in the survey focus on your evaluation of a faculty-student
interaction. Please read the description of the interaction carefully.Imagine that you need to
speak to Professor Jones about improving your grade on a paper. It’s not very important that
you talk to Professor Jones because you’ll get an A in the class regardless. To accomplish this,
you go to Professor Jones’s office hours and request that your paper grade be improved.
Q18 The questions in the survey focus on your evaluation of a faculty-student
interaction. Please read the description of the interaction carefully.Imagine that you need to
speak to Professor Jones about improving your grade on a paper. It’s very important that you
talk to Professor Jones because your paper grade will determine if you get an A or a C in the
class. To accomplish this, you email Professor Jones and request that your paper grade be
improved.
Q19 The questions in the survey focus on your evaluation of a faculty-student
interaction. Please read the description of the interaction carefully.Imagine that you need to
speak to Professor Jones about improving your grade on a paper. It’s very important that you
talk to Professor Jones because your paper grade will determine if you get an A or a C in the
class. To accomplish this, you go to Professor Jones’s office hours and request that your paper
grade be improved.
Q2 To understand how to complete the next section, please imagine that you have been given
several different kinds of materials- wax paper, sandpaper, velvet, an eraser, and a brick. You
are asked to feel the surface of each surface. Your task is to judge the relevance of each word
pair to making a judgment about the
material.
Irrelevant
1 2 3 4 5 Relevant
Rough – smooth
1 2 3 4 5
Loud – quiet
1 2 3 4 5
Hard– soft
1 2 3 4 5
High pitched – low pitched
1 2 3 4 5
Most people would say that the rough – smooth and hard – soft
dimensions were relevant to the task and the loud – quiet and high pitched – low pitched
dimensions were irrelevant. Note that you are not evaluating how rough, smooth, loud, quiet,
hard, soft, high pitched, or low pitched the surfaces are. Instead, you are indicating whether the
dimensions defined by the word pair is relevant to evaluating those surfaces.
How
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relevant are each of the dimensions? For each of the dimensions, indicate the relevance of the
dimension to understanding the faculty-student scenario that you read by clicking a response.
Irrelevant (1)

Somewhat
Irrelevant (2)

Neither
Irrelevant Nor
Relevant (3)

Somewhat
Relevant (4)

Relevant (5)

Involved –
uninvolved (1)











Positive regard
– negative
regard (2)











Dominance –
submission (3)











Affection –
disaffection (4)











Controlling –
yielding (5)











Interested –
disinterested
(6)











Attraction –
aversion (7)











Influencecompliance (8)











Active –
inactive (9)











Persuade –
concede (10)











Engaged –
withdrawn (11)











Liking –
disliking (12)











Motivated –
unmotivated
(13)











Desirable –
undesirable
(14)











Power –
weakness (15)











Authority –
obedience
(16)











Connected unconnected
(17)











Affiliation disaffiliation
(18)
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Q4 For the questions below, please provide your level of agreement with the statement. There
are no right or wrong answers. We are simply interested in your opinion on each of the
statements below.

40
Strongly
agree (1)

Somewhat
agree (2)

Neither agree
nor disagree
(3)

Somewhat
disagree (4)

Strongly
disagree (5)

In the scenario
that I read, the
professor had
power. (1)











In the scenario
that I read, the
professor was
the person with
control. (2)











In the interaction
that I read, the
professor was
dominant. (3)











In the interaction
that I read about,
the professor has
power. (4)











In the scenario
that I read, the
professor
showed liking for
the student. (5)











In the scenario
that I read, the
professor was
likeable. (6)











In the interaction
that I read, the
professor was
kind. (7)











In the interaction
that I read about,
the professor
showed
kindness. (8)











The scenario that
I read described
an important
situation. (9)











The scenario that
I read described
a situation of
importance. (10)











The scenario
talked about a
situation that was
important. (11)











41
I thought the
scenario
contained an
important
situation. (12)











In the scenario
that I read, the
interaction took
place over email.
(13)











The scenario that
I read was about
an email
conversation.
(14)











I read a scenario
about out of
class
communication
that was face to
face. (15)











The scenario
took place face
to face. (16)











I read a scenario
about changing
grades. (17)











My scenario that
I read was about
change of
grades. (18)











I read a scenario
about requesting
a letter of
recommendation.
(19)











My scenario that
I read was about
requesting a
letter of
recommendation.
(20)











The professor
was male. (21)











The professor
was a male
professor. (22)











The professor
was female. (23)
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The professor
was a female
professor. (24)











The professor
has power in the
scenario that I
read (25)











The professor
was powerful in
the scenario that
I read (26)











The professor
was likeable in
the scenario that
I read (27)











The professor
and student had
a friendly
relationship in
the scenario that
I read (28)











43
Q3 For the questions below, please provide your level of agreement with the statement. There
are no right or wrong answers. We are simply interested in your opinion on each of the
statements below.

44
Strongly agree
(1)

Somewhat
agree (2)

Neither agree
nor disagree
(3)

Somewhat
disagree (4)

Strongly
disagree (5)

If I have
explained to
my professor
that I am trying
hard, I think
he/she should
give me some
consideration
with respect to
my course
grade (1)











I feel I have
been poorly
treated if a
professor
cancels an
appointment
with me on the
same day as
we were
supposed to
meet (2)











If I have
completed
most of the
reading for a
class, I
deserve a B in
that course (3)











If I have
attended most
classes for a
course, I
deserve at
least a grade
of B (4)











Teachers often
give me lower
grades than I
deserve on
paper
assignments
(5)
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Professors
who won’t let
me take an
exam at a
different time
because of my
personal plans
(e.g. a
vacation or
other trip that
is important to
me) are too
strict (6)











Teachers often
give me lower
grades than I
deserve on
exams (7)











A professor
should be
willing to lend
me his/her
course notes if
I ask for them
(8)











I would think
poorly of a
professor who
didn’t respond
the same day
to an e-mail I
sent (9)











If I’m not
happy with my
grade from last
term, the
professor
should allow
me to do an
additional
assignment
(10)











Professors
have no right
to be annoyed
with me if I
tend to come
late to class or
tend to leave
early (11)
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A professor
should not be
annoyed with
me if I receive
an important
call during
class (12)











I would think
poorly of a
professor who
didn’t respond
quickly to a
phone
message I left
him or her
(13)











A professor
should be
willing to meet
with me at a
time that works
best for me,
even if
inconvenient
for the
professor (14)











A professor
should let me
arrange to turn
in an
assignment
late if the due
date interferes
with my
vacation plans
(15)











If I don't do
well on a test,
the professor
should make
the tests
easier or curve
grades. (16)











Professors
should only
lecture on
material
covered in the
textbook and
assigned
readings. (17)
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If I am
struggling in a
class, the
professor
should
approach me
and offer to
help. (18)











It's the
professor's
responsibility
to make it easy
for me to
succeed. (19)











If I cannot
learn the
material for a
class from the
lecture alone,
then it is the
professor's
fault when I fail
the test. (20)











I am a product
of my
environment.
Therefore, if I
do poorly in
class, it is not
my fault. (21)











I should be
given the
opportunity to
make up a
test,
regardless of
the reason for
the absence.
(22)











Because I pay
tuition, I
deserve
passing
grades. (23)











Q5 The last questions on the survey are demographic questions and descriptive questions
about how often you seek out faculty interactions outside of class.
Q6 What is your current age?
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Q7 What is your race or ethnicity?
 African American (1)
 Asian or Asian American (2)
 Caucasian or White (3)
 Hispanic or Latino or Latina (4)
 Middle Eastern (5)
 Native American or Pacific Islander (6)
 Other (please specify) (7) ____________________
Q8 What is your year in school?
 First year (1)
 Sophomore (2)
 Junior (3)
 Senior (4)
 Other (please specify) (5) ____________________
Q9 What is your major?
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Q10 For the questions below, please provide your level of agreement with the statement. There
are no right or wrong answers. We are simply interested in your opinion on each of the
statements below.
Strongly agree
(1)

Somewhat
agree (2)

Neither agree
nor disagree
(3)

Somewhat
disagree (4)

Strongly
disagree (5)

I go to my
professors'
office hours.
(1)











I attend
professors'
office hours.
(2)











I email my
professors. (3)











I send email to
my professors.
(4)











I call my
professors. (5)











I call my
professors on
the phone. (6)











I talk with my
professors
before or after
class. (7)











Before or after
class, I talk
with my
professors. (8)











If possible, I try
to avoid
communicating
with my
professors out
of class. (9)











I try, when it is
possible, to
avoid
communicating
with my
professors out
of class. (10)
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Q11 What is your sex?
 Male (1)
 Female (2)

APPENDIX B

SCENARIOS FOR THE FACULTY AND STUDENT OUT-OF-CLASS COMMUNICATION
STUDY
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Scenarios for the Faculty and Student Out-of-Class Communication Study
2 (Content frame: dominance or affiliation) x 2(involvement: high or low) x 2(medium: face-toface or email)
Imagine that you need to speak to Professor Jones about (improving your grade on a paper OR
requesting a letter of recommendation). It’s (very OR not very) important that you talk to
Professor Jones because (your paper grade will determine if you get an A or a C in the class OR
you’ll get an A in the class regardless/ the letter is for your dream job OR the letter is for a job
your parents are pressuring you to apply to). To accomplish this, you (go to Professor Jones’s
office hours OR email Professor Jones) (and request that your paper grade be improved OR
requesting a letter of recommendation).

Dominance, High, Face-To-Face
Imagine that you need to speak to Professor Jones about improving your grade on a
paper. It’s very important that you talk to Professor Jones because your paper grade will
determine if you get an A or a C in the class. To accomplish this, you go to Professor Jones’s
office hours and request that your paper grade be improved.

Dominance, High, Email
Imagine that you need to speak to Professor Jones about improving your grade on a
paper. It’s very important that you talk to Professor Jones because your paper grade will
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determine if you get an A or a C in the class. To accomplish this, you email Professor Jones and
request that your paper grade be improved.

Dominance, Low, Face-To-Face
Imagine that you need to speak to Professor Jones about improving your grade on a
paper. It’s not very important that you talk to Professor Jones because you’ll get an A in the class
regardless. To accomplish this, you go to Professor Jones’s office hours and request that your
paper grade be improved.

Dominance, Low, Email
Imagine that you need to speak to Professor Jones about improving your grade on a
paper. It’s not very important that you talk to Professor Jones because you’ll get an A in the class
regardless. To accomplish this, you email Professor Jones and request that your paper grade be
improved.

Affiliation, High, Face-To-Face
Imagine that you need to speak to Professor Jones about requesting a letter of
recommendation. It’s very important that you talk to Professor Jones because this letter is for
your dream job. To accomplish this, you go to Professor Jones’s office hours requesting a letter
of recommendation.
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Affiliation, High, Email
Imagine that you need to speak to Professor Jones about requesting a letter of
recommendation. It’s very important that you talk to Professor Jones because this letter is for
your dream job. To accomplish this, you email Professor Jones requesting a letter of
recommendation.

Affiliation, Low, Face-To-Face
Imagine that you need to speak to Professor Jones about requesting a letter of
recommendation. It’s not very important that you talk to Professor Jones because the letter is for
a job your parents are pressuring you to apply to. To accomplish this, you go to Professor Jones’s
office hours requesting a letter of recommendation.

Affiliation, Low, Email
Imagine that you need to speak to Professor Jones about requesting a letter of
recommendation. It’s not very important that you talk to Professor Jones because the letter is for
a job your parents are pressuring you to apply to. To accomplish this, you email Professor Jones
requesting a letter of recommendation.

